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THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Within the last two decades there has been an increased 
emphasis on the need for programs designed to serve the 
special needs of students. Before the advent of these 
programs, the primary role for parents of ·special need 
students in education was that of support <Sayler, 1971>. 
Traditionally, parents were asked to help their schools when 
there were emergencies or when resources were insuff iclent. 
However, a new role for parents emerged in recent years, one 
in which parents are more active and participate more mean-
ingfully in educational affairs. 
Many people are concerned about the impact of parent 
involvement in education. This includes <a> those who are 
concerned with finding ways to increase parent involvement 
and Cb> those who fear that parents may be a negative force. 
It ls the belief of this researcher that parent involvement, 
especial l y in programs designed to meet special needs of 
students, can do a great deal to help bring about improve-
ment ln the quality of education provided to students and 
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enhance relationships between the child, the parent, and the 
school. 
Statement of the Problem 
Studies of parent attl tudes toward educational pro-
gramming for handicapped children have Increased within the 
last decade, but research regarding the impact of involve-
ment in education upon parent attitudes ls limited. Many 
studies have documented the needs of parents for help lri 
deal lng with their handicapped children <Kennel & Klaus, 
1971; Mercer, 1974>. Studies have yielded evidence that 
involvement has led to increased understanding of the 
educational program <Abramson, Willson, Yoshida, & Hagerty, 
1983>. Sl gn if leant posl t 1 ve re 1at1 onsh lps have been found 
between parent participation and parent satisfaction with 
educational programming, and also between parent parti-
cipation and student achlevement <Herman & Yeh, 1983>. 
Involvement of parents has increased ln recent years, but 
use of parents in the classroom setting ls still limited. 
Stud! es of the attitudes of parents who have served as 
classroom volunteers and how that type of involvement has 
affected their attitudes ls almost nonexistent. The purpose 
of this study was to determine the impact of serving as a 
classroom volunteer upon the attitudes of parents. 
This study of parents with children enrolled in a 
handlcappped preschool program attempted to determine 1f 
there was a relationship between involvement ln classroom 
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volunteering and reactions to the program. Parent involve-
ment in volunteering was defined as the number of hours 
spent in the classroom of one's own child or another 
c 1 assroom wh i 1 e serving as a c 1 assroom vo 1 un teer. Parent 
reactions were studied by examining attitudes in four areas. 
The first area to be studied involved attitudes concerning 
the effectiveness of the program in helping the parents to 
understand and accept their chi Id's handicap and equipping 
them to help their children. The second area of attitudes 
concerned the extent to which the parents understood the 
program, and included items regarding understanding of 
educ at i ona 1 procedures, phi 1 osophy and goa Is, educa ti ona 1 
and legal rights and opportunities, and structure of the 
program. Attitudes revealing the level of satisfaction with 
the program were examined next. Items addressing this Issue 
dealt with satisfaction with the program in general, as well 
as accomplishments of the program and specific aspects 
involving materials, methods, and staff. The last area of 
attitudes studied was the child's progress as seen by the 
parent • Perce l ved 1eve1 s of progress in deve 1 opmen ta 1 , 
physical and social skills were examined. 
Hypothesis 
It was expected that this study would f Ind a 
significant positive relationship between the amount of time 
served as a parent volunteer in the classroom and reactions. 
to the program. Four hypotheses were developed. 
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Hypothesis I: There was a significant positive relationship 
between the number of hours spent as a classroom volunteer 
and items that address attitudes concerning the 
effectiveness of the program. 
Hypothesis II: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a 
classroom volunteer and items that address the extent to 
which the parents understood the program. 
Hypothesis III: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a 
classroom volunteer and items that address the level of 
satisfaction with the program. 
Hypothesis IV: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a 
classroom volunteer and items that address the level of 
progress of the child as perceived by the parent. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Parent Involvement in Education 
There has been considerable interest among educators 
and parents concerning parent involvement in .education. In 
a recent poll by the National Education Association (NEA, 
1981) it was found that over 90 percent of teachers in all 
parts of the country and at all grade levels responded that 
more home-school interaction would be desirable. A Ga 11 up 
poll of public attitudes toward education reflected a 
similar interest in closer teacher-parent relationships 
(Ga 11 up, 1978), and Ga 11 up made the fo 11 owl ng summary of 
survey findings over a ten-year period: 
A Joint and coordinated effort by parents and 
teachers is essential to dealing more successfully 
with problems of discipline, motivation, and the 
development of good work habits at home and in 
school . For little added expense (which the 
public is willing to pay) the public schools can, 
by working with parents, meet educational 
standards impossible to reach without such 
cooperation. <p.35) 
Several promising approaches to parent involvement have 
been developed and used for many years in local, university-
based, and federal experimental programs such as Parent-
Child Centers, Head Start, and Fol low Through <Gordon & 
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Wilkerson, 1966; Gordon, 1970; Maccoby & Ze l l ner, 1970). 
However, parent participation in classroom volunteering has 
remained limited <Dolly, Digieso, & Page, 1981). Schools 
and proJects have rarely sponsored such volunteer programs, 
and parent-initiated efforts have been rarer, according to 
Covert and Suarez <1981). 
Parent participation at the preschool level has 
traditionally been encouraged, and parent participation at 
this l eve 1 has been greater than at the e 1 ementary 1eve1 
<Gre.enwood, Breivogel, & Bessent, 1972; Winton & Turnbul 1, 
1981). Researchers of many such programs <Bronfenbrenner, 
1975; Moles, 1982) concluded that active family involvement 
at the preschool level is critical to program success. 
A Historical Perspective 
The historic beginnings of parents working with 
teachers can be found in early ch 11 dhood programs in the 
United States and Engl and around the turn of the century. 
According to Bain <1938) 
The nursery school developed the parent education 
movement, and from the first embraced the purpose 
of seeking the coordination of the care and 
education of young children in the nursery school 
with the procedures of their homes. 
The first nursery school in London, begun in 1908, stressed 
the importance of working with parents as well as children, 
and teachers visited homes and met with groups of parents to 
discuss child-rearing techniques. Similarly, kindergartens 
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organized in the United States before the turn of the 
century tended to schedu 1 e the afternoons for teachers to 
work with parents and to visit homes. The Denver County 
public school system initially funded a parent education and 
preschool program in 1926 that stressed family health 
education, chi 1 d-rear i ng theories, and specific parenting 
skills <Berger, 1981>. 
The focus on parental involvement was diminished in the 
1950's, however, when parents were generally viewed as un-
important in the teaching process of their children and 
educators controlled the educational content and delivery of 
programs. This viewpoint changed during the 1960"s when 
research findings presented overwhelming evidence that early 
environment has a profound effect on a child's development 
CNedler & McAfee, 1979>. 
Large-scale efforts to involve parents in the educa-
tional experiences of their children began with the mandate 
of parent a 1 involvement in the f edera 11 y funded Head Start 
program in the 1960"s. Today parent involvement activities 
have expanded to include involving parents in policy-making, 
al lowing parents to provide resources for" the school, and 
helping parents become better informed <Goodson & Hess, 
1975>. 
A Look at Some Current Programs 
The Florida Follow Through Program, in operation from 
1970 through 1981 , is one ex amp 1 e of a uni vers i t y-based 
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program designed to increase parent involvement. Its 
operation included 10 states and involved over 5000 students 
and 200 classrooms. Four levels of parent involvement were 
(a) bystander-observer, (b) teacher of the child, (c) 
volunteer, (d) trained worker, and (e) participant in 
dee is ion-making, espec i a 11 y through advisory board member-
ship <Gordon, 1970). Seven percent of parents worked in the 
classroom as volunteers during the school year studied. 
The Home and School Institute has deve 1 oped 11 home 
learning recipes 11 that build family interaction and academic 
progress without duplicating school activities. These easy 
to fol low programs aimed at improving basic skills' have been 
adopted by var:-ious school systems for use in elementar:-y 
school projects <Rich, Mattox, & Van Dien, 1979). The 
Parents Plus pr:-ogr:-am in Chicago has br:-ought poorly educated 
and 1 ow-income parents into the schoo 1 one day a week to 
learn how they could help at home with current school wor:-k, 
as we 11 as expand their homemaking and community-re 1 ated 
ski! ls. The Houston Failsafe pr:-ogram gave parents computer-
generated individualized suggestions for improving their 
children/s performance in deficient areas. Lar:-ge numbers of 
parents attended the well publicized conferences with 
teachers where these suggestions were discussed <Moles, 
1982). The Philadelphia School District pioneered the use 
of telephone hotlines to help students with homework 
problems and to inform parents of school events and provide 
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them with educational advice <Collins, Moles, & Cross, 
1982). 
Collins et al. <1982> identified 28 programs ln upper 
elementary and secondary schools in the 24 largest American 
cities that involved parents in improving the school per-
formance and social development of their children. Means of 
i nvo 1 vement inc 1 uded i ndi vi dual conferences, -workshops or 
classes, and home visits or telephone cal ls to parents. 
Eighteen of the 28 programs expected parents to tutor their 
children at home, 21 sought to use parents in br-oader 
socializing roles, and 19 helped parents plan their child-
ren's home and community educational experiences. 
Parent Attitudes Toward Involvement 
The conception of the role that parents should play in 
public education has undergone a dramatic shift in the last 
two decades. With the advent of legislation mandating 
public education for all children and educational r-lghts for 
parents, such as the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 and the Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act of 1975, parents have been asked to assume a more direct 
role in their children's formal education. Federal programs 
have attempted to involve parents lo more active, meaningful 
ways ln the educational affairs of their children, and many 
states have subsequently developed programs with slmilar:-
par:-ent involvement components <Sayler, 1971; Ber-ger, 1981>. 
A concept of partnership between school and fami 1 y has 
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developed, and attention ls often focused on the total 
family rather than solely on the individual child. 
Parent disenchantment wl th publ l c educat 1 on has al so 
been a factor in increased participation CHerman & Yeh, 
1983). This disenchantment and frustration led to the 
organization of activist and support groups, such as the 
Association for Children and Adults with Learning Disabil-
ities organized in 1963. Many of these groups addressed the 
unique needs of persons with specif le handicapping condi-
tions. Other established organizations, such as the Council 
for Exceptional Children, began to take a·more active role 
in seeking equal rights and opportunities <Brown & Moersch, 
1978). 
United by a common cause and undergirded with mutual 
support, parents began to take more initiative in becoming 
involved in the education of their children. Increased 
involvement provided the parent with insight to the educa-
tional setting and information about the child's schooling. 
Invo 1 vement he 1 ped schoo 1 s defuse parent a 1 er it l c ism and 
mollify public concern <Herman & Yeh, 1983>. 
To assess the impact of l ncreased interest among 
parents and educators alike, a survey was conducted by the 
National Institute of Education C1983> of 82 elementary 
schools across 16 school districts ln Maryland. Of the 1270 
parents who responded to a questionnaire on their reactions 
to and experiences with teacher practices of parent involve-
ment, the following was learned: 
About 30% of the parents had helped a teacher in 
the classroom or on class trips; 
About 12% had assisted in the library, cafeteria, 
or other school areas; 
About 30% had participated in the administration 
of fund-raising activities for the school. <p.7) 
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Of the parents who were active, the average times spent 
at school per year were 4.1 days helping the teacher in 
class, 3.5 days helping in the school cafeteria, off ice or 
library, and 7.0 days helping in fund raising activities. 
Only about four percent of the respondents were very active, 
spending more than 25 days per year at the school or on 
school business. 
Grade l eve 1 appeared to have an impact on parent 
~nvolvement, with parents of children in lower elementary 
grades reporting significantly more frequent parent involve-
ment, more frequent communications from the teacher to the 
family, and more frequent participation by parent volunteers 
at the school. Parents of older elementary children 
reported they did not have enough training to he 1 p their 
children in reading and math activities at home, and felt a 
lack of confidence about helping <NIE, 1983>. 
Disappointing results were reported in an attempt to 
increase parental participation and support in a rural 
southeastern school district <Dolly et al., 1981). Efforts 
to secure the assistance of parents in volunteering capaci-
ties were successful with parents of only 35 out of 338 
children, and only 10 continued volunteering after the 
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parent training program was completed. Interviews with 
parents indicated almost 70 percent did not participate 
because they felt their children did not need remediation 
and would not benefit from their participation. This 
attitude prevai 1 ed even when parents were presented 
objective data indicating deficiencies in their chi ldren"s 
skills. The researchers concluded that the unwillingness of 
the schools to tell parents the truth about the skills 
children have or have not learned helped create a climate 
where parents refused opportunities to help their children. 
Professional Attitudes Toward 
Parent Involvement 
Various types of parent involvement were evaluated by 
elementary teachers in a regional survey of six southwestern 
states CW i 11 i ams, 1981 >. General l y, teachers were not en-
thusiastic about paC"ent par"ticipation in curriculum devel-
opment, instruction, Or" school governance. They did eupport 
other forms of parent involvement, such as tutoring or 
assisting with homework, but felt teachers should give 
parents ideas about how to help. 
In a survey of 3700 teachers and their principals <NIE, 
1983> teachers agreed that parent involvement could help 
solve problems, and parent involvement in the classroom 
cou 1 d bring increased understand! ng to parents of how to 
help their children with activities at home. Teachers 
believed parent involvement to be a good idea in general, 
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but many ran into problems when they tried to implement such 
practices. Teachers/ use of parent involvement was 
influenced by several factors, including the fol lowing: 
<1) Grade level taught influenced the kind of 
activities used, with use of reading activities 
and inf orma 1 1 earning activities decreasing from 
grades 1 to 5 and contracts and TV-based or other 
parent-child discussions used equally, although 
rarely, across al 1 five grade levels. 
< 2) Teachers who be 1 i eved they cou 1 d inf 1 uence 
par en ts to conduct home 1 earning activities used 
more parent involvement techniques than other 
teachers, particularly regarding use of informal 
learning techniques and teaching parents to teach. 
(3) Some teachers/ home involvement practices were 
influenced by the education level of the chi ld/s 
parents, believing that only we! !-educated parents 
could really help their children at home. Others 
who were frequent users of parent involvement 
practices developed systems to involve al 1 parents 
<NIE , 1983 , p . 7) • 
This study <NIE, 1983) revealed that in the upper elementary 
grades there was less use by teachers of parent involvement 
practices and less confidence in parents of their ability to 
help their children. 
Teachers/ at ti tu des toward use of parent in vo I vemen t 
techniques were not closely related to their actual use of 
techniques, although most teachers said they needed and 
wanted parents/ assistance. Support from the principal was 
unrelated to the practice or opinion of parent involvement, 
indicating that teachers apparently can develop parent 
involvement strategies without strong, nearby support, 
although administrative support has many advantages <Becker 
& Epstein, 1982). 
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Barriers to Parent Involvement 
Many conditions may create barriers which limit the 
extent of home-achoo 1 cooperation. Among them. from the 
parents' perspective, are demands of work and family-life, 
cultural background differences of parents and teachers, and 
feelings of anxiety and/or. mistrust in dealing with school 
staff. Teachers also .face competing demands of school and 
home, may lack training for dealing with parents, and may 
have difficulty C'elatlng to culturally different families 
<Moles, 1982). 
It ls the belief of Lightfoot <1978> that home-school 
relations are inheC'ently in conflict. Different priorities 
and perceptions of families and schools, such as concern for 
one's own child versus responsibi Ii ty for group progC'ess. 
inevitably CC'eate conflict over the means of attaining 
common goals. Lightfoot sees col laboC'ation largely as a 
one-way process with schools seldom accommodating in a 
significant way to family needs. 
Tangr l and Leitch C 1982> identified a number of 
barrieC's to home-school 
two inner-city Junior 
collaboration in their studies of 
high schools. Teachers reported 
competing home responsibilities. fears foC" their own safety 
at night events, the perception that parents do not transmit 
educational values. and low expectations C'egarding parents' 
follow-up efforts. Parents reported family health problems, 
work schedules, having small children. fears for their 
safety, late notice of meetings, and not understanding their 
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children's homework. Both groups reported that most 
communication between them was negative, and both reported 
that the schoo 1 work was beyond the comprehension of some 
parents, in spite of their desire to understand and help. 
Some problems noted with parent visits in the class-
rooms of Head Start preschoo 1 ers were described by Me 1 cer 
(1970). It was found that days set aside for parent visits 
were often trying, as the teacher and her staff were under 
pressure to do their Job we11. All children reacted to the 
day of their own parent's visit with some increase in 
tension, distractibllity, and/or infantile behavior, even 
when the parent was not actua 11 y present in the room. It 
was the conclusion, however, that the benefits of the 
bi-weekly visits outweighed the disadvantages. 
Benef lts of Parent Involvement 
One benefit of parent involvement cited by Herman and 
Yeh ( 1983) was 1 ncreased support for the schoo 1 s. Th ls 
included more favorable responses to bond issues and 
additional r-esources for school operations. Also reported 
was the formulation of programs more suited to the needs of 
their children when parents actively participated. 
Policies regarding parent involvement often involve 
choices between emphasis on parent involvement at school or 
parent involvement at home. The NIE study (1983) found that 
parents with children in the classrooms of teachers who 
frequently used home 1 earning activities were more 1 i ke 1 y 
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than other parents to report that <a> they received l deas 
for home involvement, Cb> they felt they should help their 
children at home, Cc> they understood more about their 
children's schooling, and Cd> they rated the teacher higher 
in overall teaching ability. Actual use of parent involve-
ment in practices at home was significant in the four areas 
mentioned above, and other measures of parent involvement, 
including parent assistance at school, did not have a 
significant effect. However, it was learned from teachers 
that having parents involved at school helps teachers feel 
more comfortable about asking other parents to help their 
children with learning activities at home. 
A study of par-ent involvement in school districts 
receiving federal education funds included a study of 
parents participating as instructional volunteers in 57 
projects across the country sponsored by Titles I and VII of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This 
study <Melaragno, 1981> concluded, based on field 
observations, that the main educational and lnsti tutional 
consequence of this form of participation was that parents 
became better informed about the project through the 
information exchange that occurred between parents and 
teachers, and through the parents' observations of 
activities in the classroom. This study also found that 
parents who were active participants, either as volunteers 
or paid assistants, indicated that they had acquired 
knowledge and understanding of the project, felt more 
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comfortable in the educational environment, and had improved 
in self-confidence. There was a virtual absence of negative 
outcomes. 
Additional research within this same study focused on 
the outcomes of using parents as paraprofessional aides, and 
indicated personal outcomes of increased self-confidence and 
role satisfaction. Other results of the use of parents as 
aides were reported as fol lows: 
Several sites reported that students had improved 
their attitude toward school work, their general 
conduct, attendance, or their motivation because 
of the fact that their parent or a neighbor parent 
was now assisting in the classroom and had 
occasion to view most of their school work. 
Parents of some students began asking questions 
more freely once parent aides were in the class-
rooms. These parents felt that the aides spoke 
their own language and thus were better able to 
explain the purposes of the program and the prog-
ress of their child. <Melaragno, 1981, p. 65> 
The Florida Fol low Through Program was evaluated by 
Gordon in 1971 <cited in Greenwood et al., 1972> to assess 
the impact of the program upon parents and children. Parent 
changes in self-esteem were measured by Gordon~s <1968) How 
I See Myself Scale and parents~ sense of potency was 
measured by a modification of Rotter~s (1966> I-E Scale 
called the Social Reaction Inventory. Approximately half of 
the parent educators gained in terms of two aspects of 
se 1 f-esteem--i nterpersona l adequacy and competence--and 43 
percent gained in terms of internal feelings of control over 
what happens to them. 
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Gains in the home as a learning environment were also 
assessed using the Home Environment Review, a structured 
interview technique deve 1 oped by Garber & Ware in 1970 
<cited in Greenwood, et al., 1972). 
al 1 parents whose children were 
Data was collected from 
involved in the Follow 
Through program. Gains were noted in many areas, including 
parents/ use of rewards for intellectual attainment, press 
for language development, and availability and use of lan-
guage development tools. The largest increase was noted in· 
the provision of learning materials in the home, fol lowed by 
the amount of reading encouragement in the home and learning 
opportunities outside the home. Gains in parents/ aware-
ness of their child/s development and in the parents/ trust 
in the school also occurred in about one-third of the homes. 
An experiment in Great Britain tested the hypothesis 
that the I anguage ski 11 s of children ages 7 to 8 cou 1 d be 
improved if parents were i nvo I ved in the program. Three 
groups of 15 children were exposed to identical, single-term 
programs and were subsequently tested using the English 
Picture Vocabu 1 ary Test. In two groups parents worked in 
the classroom, and in the third group they did not. Find-
ings supported the hypothesis, as significantly greater 
increases in 1 anguage sk l 1 1 s were found among chi 1 dren in 
the groups in which parents worked <Rathbone & Graham, 
1981). Two other programs using parent volunteers in 
reading--one at the upper elementary level and the other in 
a secondary school--also reported benefits to students, 
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including improvement in reading ability <Vancleaf & Martin, 
1984; Hooker, 1985). 
Parent Involvement in the Education 
of Handicapped Children 
Even greater trends toward parent involvement in the 
classroom· can be seen in the education of handicapped 
children. Legislation authorizing the Handicapped 
Chi ldren/s Earl·y Education Program (HCEEP) network set forth 
requirements to involve parents in a comprehensive fashion 
in such programs. Parents may decide to participate for 
many reasons, some of which are stated in a report by Toole, 
Boehm, and Eagen <1980) as follows: 
(a) to see how the classroom program is run, 
(b) to observe how their own chi Id functions in 
the classroom with adults and other children, Cc) 
to interact with children other than their own, 
(d) to demonstrate an active interest in fostering 
their chi ld"s development, (e) to teach children 
and he 1 p the teacher, ( f) to observe the 
developmental and learning processes of the 
children, and (g) to observe the various ways the 
teacher handles inappropriate behavior of 
children. (p.3) 
Government emphasis on increasing parental involvement 
in education in general has used the terms "should" and 
11 ought 11 but stopped short of mandating involvement, while in 
special education the official pronouncements have con-
sidered parents as partners in education,. It is the belief 
of many educators, however, that the involvement of parents 
in both assessment processes for special education and the 
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actua 1 education of their children in spec i a 1 schoo 1 s and 
classes ls an area in which benevolent rhetoric has super-
seded reality <Tomlinson, 1982). A study of about 1300 
professional members of educational planning teams indicated 
that parents were viewed pr imar- 11 y as 11 gatherers and pre-
senters of information" rather than actual contributors to 
the educational planning for their children <Yoshida, 
Fenton, Kaufman, & Maxwell, 1978>. 
If parents ar-e to funct l on as dee i si on-makers l ri 
educational pla~ning, professionals must establish a working 
relationship with them. Shevin (1983) presents four models 
of interaction between parents and professionals: 
1. Uninformed consent ls often the result of assumed 
consent on the part of the professional, who Ca> assumes 
parental consent because the parent does not ask questions, 
Cb> partially informs the parent by presenting only the most 
positive possible outcomes, and/or Cc> omits informing the 
parent of alternatives. 
hindered from making 
decision-making process. 
In this model parents are often 
meaningful contributions to the 
2. Uninformed participation gives the parent sole 
responsibility for goal formulation, with professionals 
serving primarily as facilitators. Such an approach 
neglects the fact that parents may lack information and 
resources needed in making decisions and adaptations 
necessary to meet their child's particular goals. 
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3. Informed consent occurs when a parent consents to a 
program or placement outlined by professionals with a full 
understanding of the rationale, potential ·benefits and 
risks, and available alternatives. However, this approach 
offers a narrowly limited model for the parent, who has only 
the choices of consent or refusal to consent. 
4. Informed participation exists when the parent ls 
involved in the identification of educational priorities, in 
the deve 1 opment of strategies for ef feet i ve goal develop..; 
ment, and in the ongoing review and modification of those 
goa 1 s for h ls or her ch 11 d. This mode 1 represents the 
greatest amount of ongoing, active conunitment on the part of 
the parent, but a school or agency oriented toward this type 
of involvement can establish meaningful interactions with 
all parents, even those with limited resources of time and 
energy. 
The aval lable evidence indicates t.hat many parents feel 
uninvolved and inadequately consulted in the assessment 
process. Many also report feeling uninformed, misinformed, 
or overwhelmed by professional expertise when their children 
are actually placed ln special education <Tomlinson, 1982>. 
Parent Attitudes Toward Involvement 
There has been a great deal of variability in parents' 
attitudes toward involvement opportunl ties, both from one 
parent to another and within the same parent. A etudy by 
Winton and Turnbull (1981> revealed individual differences 
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l n responses of 31 mothers of mi 1 dl y or moderate 1 Y handi-
capped preschoo 1 ers in 15 preschoo 1 s in Nor th Caro 1 i na. In 
this survey concerning eight categories of involvement, the 
activity se 1 ected as most preferred was i nforma 1 contact 
with the child"s teachers. Two major characteristics were 
mentioned by parents in describing these contacts: <a) that 
they be frequent <drop-off and pick-up times were thought to 
be excellent times to engage in such contacts) and <b) that 
information be shared between parents in , a give and take 
fashion. Parent training opportunities ranked second in 
preference, followed by activities designed to help others 
understand their child, parent counseling, volunteering 
outside and inside of class, and serving on the pol icy 
board. 
Winton and Turnbul 1 (1981) also reported anecdotal 
evidence which suggested that ·parents have an evo 1 vi ng set 
of needs, which in turn is reflected in different attitudes 
toward parent activities at different points in time. One 
mother is quoted as fol lows: 
When he was first born we really got involved, and 
it was tremendous I y benef i c i a 1. But now I just 
want to draw back and make sure that this little 
guy gets it at home. When you"re putting in so 
much time that your family is no longer benefiting 
from it, then it" s time to quit and 1 et somebody 
else do it ... that"s where we got. <p.17) 
Open-ended interviews conducted during this study revea 1 ed 
that 65 percent of the mothers interviewed felt they needed 
a break from involvement with their handicapped child, and 
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were relieved to have competent professionals take responsi-
bl J lties for chi Id care during school hours. However, 61 
percent mentioned the value of having a satisfying parent-
professional relationship, and most parents wanted _to be 
involved in some way. The presence of involvement activi-
ties Ci.e., parent groups, parent training opportunities, 
or parent counse 11 ng> was a factor l n the se I ect ion and 
evaluation of preschools by 52 percent of the parents 
interviewed. 
A common child characteristic that has been associated 
with noninvol vement of the parents ls the severl ty of the 
disability with its associated compounding problems. The 
more severely handicapped the chi Id ls, the greater the 
da l I y demands on the parent . To quote the mother of a 
profoundly retarded daughter: 
Disabled children use up enormous amounts of their 
parents" physical and psychic energy. Our 
children require more of everything, and those who 
take parenting seriously give it to them. Yet all 
the rest of life goes on and also demands its due 
from us, and the collective demands must be 
accomplished within the same twenty-four hour day 
allotted to everyone ••• 
In such cases, the ti me the chi Id spends in echoo J may be 
the only respite available in a 24-hour period when the 
parents can attend exclusively to their own needs or those 
of other family members. 
Research by Karnes and Teska C 1980 > i ndi ca ted that 
parents were often uncomfortable with professionals and were 
not conv l need that profess! ona 1 s were sl ncere when they 
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suggested parent involvement. Parents were often uncertain 
what was meant by "Involvement". Past experience with 
professionals in their own school i ng had of ten been nega-
t l ve, and that attitude may have Inhibited the development 
of positive relationships in the present. 
Since many parents have not been trained to be 
advocates for their handicapped children, they often have 
not expected l nvo l vement, and have been even less apt to 
insist upon or demand it. There have been indications of 
Increased awareness by parents, however, and the formation 
of.pressure groups to press for resources for their handi-
capped children has resulted In more frequent initiation of 
involvement by parents. The advice of one articulate parent 
of a severely hand! capped three-year-o 1 d is an ex amp 1 e: 
"Cha l l enge the system, cha l l enge the lack of resources, 
question professionalism, and set your sights on the 
prov~sion you want. 11 (Parents Voice, 1978). Parents who are 
less informed and art 1cu1 ate have sornet imes demonstrated 
challenge by adopting strategies of refusal and non-
compl lance which eventually "defeat" the professionals 
(Sewell, 1981>. 
A questionnaire designed to determine how parents view 
their role with school personnel, their child's academic and 
social progress, and integrated programs involving handi-
capped and non-handicapped chi l dren was completed by 43 
parents of learning disabled children in two suburban school 
districts. The responses revealed that an unexpectedly 
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1arge percentage of respondents fe1t that they had 1itt1e to 
contribute about their chl1d and did not see themselves ln a 
partnership ro1e with the schoo1s CAbramson et al., 1983). 
A significant correlation was found between level of parent 
participation and parents' view as to whether or not they 
had a partnership with the school. Parents who participated 
tended to v 1 ew their rel at i onsh lp with the schools as a 
partnership, and parents who considered their schoo1 rela-
t l onsh ip a partnersh l p expressed greater confidence that 
teachers were improving their child's academic and social 
abilities. 
Professional Attitudes Toward Involvement 
Parents who act as advocates for their children run the 
risk of being labe1ed a nuisance by school personne1 CLowry, 
1983). Parents have been viewed as troublemakers by many 
professional educators, and interest shown by the parent ln 
educ at i ona 1 programming has of ten been viewed nega t l ve l y. 
Morton and Hull <1976) observed that schoo1 personne1 have 
often adopted the attitude that parents are not educators; 
consequently, they are not in a position to make decisions 
regarding the ch 11 d's education. Parents have eomet imes 
been accused of interfering with the program and of being 
mot l vated by the desire to find fau 1 t or blame the school 
for the chi1d's problems. 
Professlona1s have genera11y not been trained to work 
with parents C Karnes & Teska, 1980; Se 1 l gman, 1979) , and 
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therefore often have felt incompetent and uncomfortable in 
doing so. Thus, to guard against failure, some profession-
als have protested that parents are not interested or that 
parents ar-e. eager to tur-n their- r-esponsiblllties for- the 
handi cappped ch 11 d over to the school . The react lens of 
professionals have often suggested that par-ents ar-e threat-
ening to them and that professionals want to keep the parent 
at a distance in order to avoid criticism <Karnes & Teska, 
1980). 
Evans C1975) stated that one reason why professionals 
have not wanted parents to be involved was that they were in 
"outright competition" with parents. Research has confirmed 
that many pr-ofessionals have assumed the role of parent 
surrogate and that they have resented interference from the 
natura I parents C Clements & A 1 exander, 1975; Ke 11 y, 1973; 
Yoshida et al., 1978>. 
Some profess! ona 1 s have contended that parents need 
counse 11 ng before they can be l nvo 1 ved l n the educat l ona 1 
program of their child, and according to Kessler <1966> some 
have felt that lnvol vement should be l iml ted to counseHng 
that ls centered on the parents' emotional problems in ac-
cepting the chi Id's handicap. Kessler also stated that 
other professionals have argued that since many of the 
handicapped child's problems can be attributed to poor 
chi ld-rearlng practices and rejection on the part of the 
parents, it ls a waste of time to try to change the behavior 
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of parents and the teacher shou 1 d spend the time working 
with the young child. 
Professionals who do advocate parent involvement have 
often failed to make the distinction between parental in-
volvement with the child and parental involvement with the 
program. Too often they have assumed that good parents will 
become involved with whatever parent activities are offered, 
regardless of the parents' needs or desires. In encouraging 
parents to be actively involved in the child's program they 
may overlook the very legitimate need that some parents have 
to- not be formally involved at times <Winton & Turnbull, 
1981>. 
Lack of actual parent involvement prior to the passage 
of Publ le Law 94-142 in 1975 was indicated in a study by 
Kirp, Buss, and Kuriloff <1974>, who found that, in the 
majority of school districts investigated, the formal edu-
cational planning meeting where parents were involved served 
only to provide endor-semen t of previous 1 y made dee is ions. 
They stated that it may well be that school personnel have 
encouraged participation only at an infor-mal or non-
meaningful level. The model parent has been described as 
one "who neither resists nor- discusses", but canpl ies with 
the professionals' decisions. 
Since the passage of Public Law 94-142, parent partici-
pation in children's educational programming has increased, 
but the degr-ee of parental contribution to decisions reached 
at individualized education program meetings appears to be 
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questionable <Duncan, 1983). Gilliam <1979) conducted a 
study to determine the perceived rank order of personne 1 
involved in educational planning meetings and the actual 
contribution of personnel. Data indicated that parent~ were 
rated high in perceived importance prior to the meetings but 
lower ln relation to actual contributions. Gi 11 iam 
suggested that while parents are viewed as important because 
of their close contact with the child, their actual contri-
butions may be limited because of feelings of intimidation 
and lack of famillarity with terminology used to report 
information about test scores, cumulative records, and 
diagnostic reports.· 
In the past professionals have traditionally focused 
most of .their attention on the handicapped child. However, 
there has been a growing sensitivity among professionals to 
the impact of the child's special needs on the family unit, 
and as a result the parent-professional relationship has 
been examined more closely <Lowry, 1983>. According to 
Seligman and Seligman <1980>, the professionals, with their 
training and commitment, have to assume the maJor responsi-
bi l lty for improving or building a positive relationship 
between the two parties. 
Barriers to Parent Inyolvement 
Administrators have often resisted any marked degree of 
parent participation for fear that it would have a negative 
effect upon the school <Karnes & Teska, 1980). Aaninistra-
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tive lack of support has been reflected in SJnal l or non-
existent budgetary provisions for the parent component of a 
program and failure to d~signate a staff professional to 
coordinate family involvement of handicapped children. 
The whole ideology of professional expertise has denied 
that parents are competent to make educational decisions 
about the l r chi l dren, and the at t l tudes of profess l ona 1 s 
towards parents of handicapped children have undoubtedly 
been shaped by the social class position of the cl ientele 
with which they deal <Tomlinson, 1982). In the education 
literature the influence of the "good home 11 on educational 
success has been extensively documented and the concept of 
11 defect 11 has historically been linked with a variety of 
soc i a 1 i 1 1 s • According to Tomi i nson, it is therefore not 
surprising that many professionals have viewed parents as 
probably ignorant and i ncompe tent and in need of he 1 p and 
advice. This attitude has contributed to the difficulties 
of establishing satisfying parent-professional relationships 
in which parents feel valued and respected, and which foster 
meaningful parent participation. 
A study by Hocutt <1980) indicated that individual 
parent programs were not a top priority for experts in the 
field of education. In this study a panel of 20 nationally 
known experts in education policy and early childhood were 
asked to clarify the pol icy of parent involvement for the 
HCEEP by generating parent activities for a prototype 
proJect. The activities considered most important by the 
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experts were passive activities, and the primary emphasis 
placed on parents was that of learner. 
Some educators have hesitated to involve parents in 
helping their children with academic difficulties because of 
their belief that it often results in harm to the child, the 
parents, and their relationships <Lerner, 1981). Children 
being taught academic skills, when learning is the area of 
most difficulty, may fail consistently in front of the most 
meaningful adults in their 1 i ves. Lerner al so cited that 
parents have often found that helping children in academic 
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areas can be formidable and frustrating, and the pressures 
and demands of the learning situation interfered with the 
role of the parents in developing a good self-image within 
their chi l dren. 
The involvement of parents in the education of their 
handicapped children has had either beneficial or detri-
mental effects, depending upon the individual situation 
<MacMillan & Tur-nbull-, 1983). Some of the potentially det-
rimental effects reported by parents in this study were 
fr-ustration, absenteeism fr-om work, time away fr-om other-
chi 1 dren, decreased lei sure time, physical exhaustion, the 
feeling that one is doing things one should not have to do, 
and emotional dependence on the program staff. Detrimental 
effects on the child have included a worsening of r-elation-
ship with the parent <due possibly to the parent/s increas-
ing resentment of time and effor-t expended), incr-eased 
dependence on the parent, increased pr-essure to achieve, and 
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a decrement in the instructional and social climate due to 
interference by the parent or overprotectiveness. 
Benefits of Parent Involvement 
The i nvo 1 vemen t of par en ts in the home and schoo 1 
learning environments of their handicapped children is sound 
educational planning according to Schopler (cited in 
Schultz, 1982>. Parent involvement can do a great deal to 
help bring about improvement in the quality of education 
provided to students and also bring about many benefits for 
the parents (MacMillan & Turnbull, 1983>. An extensive body 
of literature, based prlmarl ly on studies of early lnter-
vent ion with disadvantaged chi 1 dren and special education 
preschool programs, supports the beneficial effects of 
parent involvement for the child, the parent, and the pro-
gram <Bronfenbrenner, 1975; Karnes & Teska, 1975; Wlegerlnk, 
Hocutt, Posante-Loro. & Bristol, 1980>. Research has also 
shown that parents are interested in the growth of their 
handicapped children and can acquire new knowledge and 
skills to act as change agents (Berkowitz & Grozinno, 1972; 
Duncan. 1983; Freder l cks, Ba 1 dw l n, & Grove, 1976; Karnes, 
Zehrbach, & Teska, 1972; Moles, 1982>. 
Bronfenbrenner (1975> concluded his reassessment of the 
research on parent i nvo 1 vement: "The evidence 1 ndl cat es 
that the faml ly is the most effective and economic system 
for fostering and sustaining the development of the chlld. 11 
Calvert (1971> found three maJor reasons for training family 
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members: ca> to enab 1 e them to he 1 p their handicapped 
child, Cb> to enable them to help themselves, and Cc> to 
further the program as advocates. 
Benefits for Children. 
Benet icial effects for children have Included more 
rapid developmental gains, better relationships with 
parents, pride in having parents invol~ed in schooling, and 
improvement in the instructional or social climate as a 
result of the parent's participation <MacMillan & Turnbull, 
1983). There can be no doubt that parent involvement helps 
children to sustain gains made at school and that children 
accomplish more when home and school work together <Karnes & 
Teska, 1980 > . 
Developmentally handicapped children have not easily 
generalized newly acquired skills beyond the immediate 
context ln which the skills were learned <Lovaas, Koegel, 
Simmons, & Long, 1973>. The most effective way of facili-
tating the carryover of new ski 1 ls has been to integrate 
teaching efforts between school and home through involvement 
of parents CSchultz, 1982>. Parents have been effectively 
trained to reinforce and generalize learning at home <Baer, 
Wolf, & Risley, 1968; Berger, 1981; Williams, 1981>. 
The consideration of parents' priorities in dealing 
with home environment and daily 1 lving has been shown to be 
a factor in successfully meeting the goals of home programs, 
as parents have been much more likely to initiate and follow 
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through on programs that have ref I ected the 1 r priorities 
rather than those established for them by a professional 
CSchopler, Reichler, & Lansing, 1980>. 
Benef lts for Parents 
Parents who have been i nvo I ved in their handicapped 
chlldren/s education have reported enjoyment of the exper-
1 ence, increased understand! ng of the educ at i ona I program, 
and the opportunity to learn things that enable them to work 
more effectively with their children. They have also 
reported enhanced self-esteem because of the meaningful 
contributions, and a feeling of 0 belonglng" that ls 
satisfying to the parent <MacMillan & Turnbull, 1983). 
Research by a regional demonstration program in 
Yorktown Heights, New York <Toole et al., 1980> determined 
several benef lts to parents serving as classroom volunteers 
in programs for handicapped preschoolers. Advantages cited 
were opportun 1 ti es to teach specif 1 c ski 11 s, learn 1 ng to 
work with children in groups and 1 ndi vi dua 11 y, and the 
opportunity to see and learn about their own chi Id in a 
surrounding other than home. Lillie (1975> also cited 
advantages to parents who served as assistants to teachers 
and other staff. Such involvement facilitated parents/ 
understanding of their handicapped children and put parents 
of handicapped children into contact with one another. This 
contact often led to supportive and mutually beneficial 
relationships. 
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One important anc i l l ary home benef l t from parent 
involvement has been the positive effect on other fami 1 y 
members C Gray & Klaus, 1970 >. When parents have learned 
improved ways of working with one child, the benefits of the 
newly learned skills have often generalized to other young-
sters in the family. 
Benefits for the Program 
Schools have profited from parental involvement, as 
most schools have l lmi ted budgets and parents can prov l de 
needed assistance at little cost to the institution 
<Clements & Alexander, 1975>. That parents can assume 
direct teaching responsibilities in the classroom without 
Jeopardl~ing the learning of the own child or other children 
has been documented <Karnes et al., 1970>. There ls 
evidence that parents can also acquire the skills to become 
advocates for programs that meet the special needs of their 
handicapped children <Edgerton, 1967i Floor, Rosen, Baxter, 
Horowitz, & Weber, 1971>. 
Involvement has allowed parents to share information 
with professionals which has helped the latter to program 
more adequate 1 y for handicapped chi 1 dren. Parents' kn ow-
ledge of their own child has been helpful to the teacher in 
determining a number of routine things about the child, and 
when parents have participated in educational assessment and 
experienced good conununication with the classroan teacher, 
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school teaching priorities have often been more readily 
achieved <Schultz, 1982>. 
An additional benefit.of using parents as volunteers 
has been the elimination of some of the problems encountered 
with community volunteers. As parent motivation is usually 
high because their own children, as well as others, benefit 
from their participation and regular attendance, they have 
often proved to be a dependable source of help <Toole et 
a 1 • , 1980 >. 
Parent Attitudes Toward Educational 
Programming for Handicapped 
Chi 1 dren 
Rese·arch l n the area of parent· perspectives and at t l tu des 
regarding the Involvement of parents in the education of 
their handicapped children has been limited <Abramson et 
al., 1983; McKinney & Hocutt, 1982; Winton & Turnbull, 
1981>. In general. parents have indicated that they wish to 
he 1 p fac i 11 tate their chi 1 d" s educat l ona 1 growth, a 1 though 
the nature of this participation has varied. Although also 
limited, studies of parent attitudes toward educational 
programming in special education have increased within the 
last decade. 
Awareness of the Needs of their 
Handicapped Children 
Few parents have entered parenthood with the necessary 
skills for promoting their children's growth and for devel-
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oping good interaction patterns with their children. 
Parents of handicapped children have needed additional 
parent l ng ski 11 s for maximizing their chi l d"s deve I opment, 
while still maintaining a normal family life <Brown & 
Meorsch, 1978>. Parental stress reactions to the birth of a 
handicapped child have been well documented <Emde & Brown, 
1976; Kennel l & Klaus, 1971; Mercer, 1974 >. Research by 
Drotar, Baskiewicz, Irvin, Kennell, & Klaus (1975> using a 
structured interview technique to study reactions of twenty 
parents to the birth of a handicapped child found a consis-
tency of parents" reports of passing through similar stages 
of shock, denial, sadness, anger, and adaptation before 
finally reaching the stage of acceptance. 
The reactions of mothers to first information 
concerning their child's condition have appeared to be 
closely related to the perceived interest and concern of the 
professionals who contact the mother <Roskies, 1972>. 
Parents" l n l ti a 1 perceptions of their chi l dren have al so 
been influenced by their perceptions of the professional as 
sympathetic and understanding or abrupt and cold. Emde and 
Brown ( 1976 > found that an empathetic response on the part 
of professionals lessened the parents" grief and facilitated 
their adaptation to the reality of the condition. 
The pattern of general lack of information about 
available services seems to have prevailed among parents of 
children with a variety of handicapping conditions <Young, 
1980 >. Justice, 0" Connor, and Warren ( 1971 > reported five 
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pr-oblem ar-eas identified by 171 par-ents of r-etar-ded chi 1-
dren: learning, health, behavior, supervision and care, and 
physical disabilities. Although most par-ents r-eported that 
the resources or services which they contacted were indeed 
helpful, they did not generalize the use of services in one 
problem area to services in other areas. A large proportion 
of parents reported that they did not know of any additional 
service that might help them, or they reported that no other 
services were needed. Other parents have reported that they 
have found themselves in conflict with medical, educational, 
or other support services that offer discrepant advice or 
contradictory opinions <Ariel , 1975; Rosk l es, 1972>, but 
seldom have felt competent to question 
professional Judgment <Booth, 1978). 
In a study designed to assess how parents of learning 
disabled children have viewed their relationship with school 
personnel, a large percentage of parents indicated awareness 
of information about their children wh l ch could he 1 p or 
contribute to their education. Of the parents responding to 
a Parental Questionnaire Regarding Educational Practices for 
Learning Disabled Children <Abramson et al., 1983), 30 
percent indicated they had information to offer, 42 percent 
stated they sometimes had infor-mation, 10 percent felt they 
had no information, and 2 percent were uncertain. 
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Understanding of Educational Proqranvninq 
Forty-three parents responded on the Parent Question-
naire administered by Abramson et al., C1983> to the 
question, "How much understanding do you have about your 
child"'s educational goals?" For-ty per-cent of par-ents 
repl led that they had a great deal of understanding, 40 
per-cent replied that they had some understanding, 18 per-cent 
replied that they had very little understanding, and 2 
percent replied that they had no understanding. 
A study of parents"' feelings about school services was 
done by Lowry (1983> using questionnaires and interviews of 
65 parents of ml nor 1 ty handicapped children l n two urban 
areas. The r:-esults indicated that although a maJor:-ity of 
par:-ents indicated that they had received information re-
garding the legal rights of handicapped chi l dren and were 
familiar with Public Law 94-142, 39 percent had not received 
such information. Moreover, the study revealed that 21 
percent of parents were unaware of other individual parents· 
or parent gr:-oups of handicapped children, and only 34 per--
cent believed there were organizations in their communities 
which wer:-e doing a good Job in assisting Black par:-ents of 
handicapped children. 
There ls evidence that involvement of parents in the 
education of their children has often led to lncr:-eased 
understand! ng of 
Abr-amson et al • 
the educational program. The etudy by 
( 1983) determined a sign if leant positive 
relationship between participation by parents of learning 
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di sab 1 ed chi 1 dren and understand! ng of the l r educ at l ona 1 
goa 1 s. Me 1 aragno C 1981 > reported that parents who were 
active participants in the education of their children 
indicated that they had acquired increased understanding of 
the project. 
Herman and Yeh C1983) reported that socioeconomic 
status has had an effect on parent awareness of school 
operations. Their findings that parents of higher socio-
economic status l ndi cated more awar-eness of achoo 1 opera-: 
tions were based on _the- responses of second and third grade 
parents from 256 schools participating in California's Early 
Childhood Evaluation Program. This effect was evident at 
both classroom and school levels. 
Satisfaction with Educational Proaramming 
Herman and Yeh' s C 1983 > study a 1 so addressed the 
question of parent satisfaction, and found signlf icant 
positive relationships between parents' perceptions of their 
influence in decision-making and the perceived quality of 
parent-teacher relationships. Sixty-one percent of parents 
interviewed by Winton and Turnbul°l C1981) expressed a desire 
for a satisfying parent-professional relationship. Opp or-
tunltles to have input into what was planned for their child 
as well as information about their child's progress seemed 
to be the chief components that contributed to parent 
satisfaction. 
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A previously cited study conducted by the NIE, C1983> 
revealed that parents" attitudes toward their children"s 
schoo 1 s and teachers were riemarkab 1 y posl ti ve. Over 90 
percent felt their school was well run and that the homework 
assigned was appropriate and useful, and 85 percent said 
that they and the teachers had the same goals for the child. 
Interactions with teachers were characterized as cooperative 
by 77 percent of parents responding, but over 40 percent did 
not feel respect or warmth in their relationships with 
teachers. Despite their generally positive attitudes, 
parents reported that teachers could do more to involve them 
in learning activities at home. 
Lowry c 1983> studied parents" feel lngs about school 
serv lees. and found that 79 percent of respondents indicated 
satisfaction with the school programs of their children. 
Thirty-three percent had no problems with school services, 
48 percent were mostly satisfied, but also mentioned short-
comings and deficits in their children"s placements, and 31 
percent indicated they had had problems with school services 
and felt their child needed additional services. This study 
also suggested that parents who made their presence known in 
the school setting tended to have a view that school ser-
vices were adequate. 
To investigate parent involvement in selected metro-
politan Atlanta school districts, parents of special 
education students were asked by researchers from Georgl a 
State University-College of Education to complete a ques-
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tionnaire. Parents responding.to questions regarding their 
chi ld"s IEP"s were more positive in their responses when 
their children were young and relatively new to spec i a 1 
education, when the children had not been classified 
behaviorally disordered or educably mentally retarded,- when 
the parents visited the school regularly and maintained a 
close contact through PTA meetings, and when parents 
perce l ved the achoo 1 personnel as genuinely l n terested . in 
their child CRe, 1980>. 
Parents of children enrol led in special education 
programs have experienced greater dissonance from school 
officials than parents of children in regular programs 
(Marlon, 1981>. The available evidence indicated that many 
parents of handicapped children were dissatisfied with the 
insensitive way in which their child"s disability had been 
revealed to them (Warnock Report, 1978>. Chazan and Lang 
found that many believed they had been given inadequate and 
confusing information about the nature of their chlld"s 
disability and insufficient guidance on how to cope with the 
child at home Ccited in Marlon, 1981>. 'A study by Hunt 
(1973> of 94 parents of handicapped children recorded that 
over half of the parents were dissatisfied with the way in 
which the professionals had treated them. More research in 
the area ls needed, but based on available information there 
are clear indications that many parents have found the 
parent-professional relationship to be less than satis-
factory (Lowry, 1983>. 
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According to Tomlinson C1982>, parents have often felt 
uninvolved and inadequately consulted in the assessment 
processes and uninformed, misinformed or overwhelmed by 
professional expertise when their children are actually 
placed in special education. Booth C1978>, in a study of 
the social process by which a young baby became classified 
as a handicapped child, noted parental suspicion at what 
they r:"egarded as "professional prevar:"icatlon 11 • According to 
Booth, such 11 prevarication 11 , which might well be a result of 
clinical uncertainty, has laid a basis for mistrust and a 
feeling that 0 they don't tell us anything". 
Perception of their Child's 
Educational Progress 
Many parents are uncertain about how their child is 
functioning ln an educational setting. In a poll by 
Abramson et al. C1983> of 43 parents of learning disabled 
children, results indicated that 44 percent were very 
confident that their child's teachers were improving their 
child's academic performance. Thirty-two percent were 
moderately confident, .12 percent were less than confident, 7 
percent were not at all confident, and 5 percent were 
uncertain. Other responses to the same questionnaire 
indicated that 37 percent of _parents bel leved their chi Jd 
was doing the best work that could be expected, 30 percent 
believed their chi Id could perform better, and 33 percent 
were uncertain. 
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Richards and Mcintosh <1973> noted that some parents 
attributed their child/s delayed progress to lack of 
available services. One typical comment: 11 If she had 
received physiotherapy, she might have been walking by now 11 • 
A study of parents involved in school-sponsored home 
tutoring. programs through Florida Fol low Through projects 
<Melaragno, 1981) reported that student classroom perform-
ance improved when parents took an active role in tutoring 
them in curricular subjects. This exercise seemed to impart 
a sense of importance and caring on the part of the parent, 
which resulted in a positive attitudinal change on the part 
of the student toward school work. 
Herman and Yeh ( 1983 > found a significant negative 
relationship between school-home communication and student 
achievement. This finding was contrary to their expecta-
tions, and was attributed to the practice of calling parents 
in for conferences and providing them with written reports 
when their children perform poorly. However, they did find 
significant positive relationships between parent partici-
pation and student achievement. 
A search of the literature regarding parent involvement 
revealed few studies of parent attitudes in relationship to 
volunteering in the schools, and very few studies of atti-
tudes of parents who had served as classroom volunteers. No 
studies were found which compared the attitudes of parents 
in relationship to the amount of time parents had spent as a 
classroom volunteer. The purpose of this study was to 
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determine whether or not such a relationship exists and, if 
so, the nature of that relationship. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD AND PROCEDURE 
Subjects 
This study was conducted wl th parents of children 
enrolled in a private, non-profit developmental center for 
hand! capped children. A parent questionnaire was admi n is-
tered in May, 1985, to parents of 38 children enrol led in 
the regular school program of the center. At least one 
parent of each of 31 chi 1 de-en returned the quest l onnai re, 
including 15 who had volunteered in the classroom for f lve 
or more hours during the prev l'ous year and 16 who had not 
served as classroom volunteers. The questionnaire was 
administered anonymously to maintain confidentiality and 
encourage honest responses. Therefore, no data regarding 
the sex and ages of parents responding is available. Each 
volunteer estimated the number of hours served in the 
c 1 assroom during the prev 1 ous year. The number of hours 
volunteered ranged from 5 to 500, with a median of 20 hours. 
The Little Light House, where this study was conducted, 
ls located in a southwest United States cl ty of approx-
imately 300,000 population. The center provides educational 
programming for children with mental or physical handicaps, 
including visual and hearing impairments, learning dlsabil-
45 
46 
ities, and multiple handicapping conditions. Its home and 
regular school programs serve children from birth to chrono-
logical age 10 or mental age six, and its mainstreaming 
assistance program serves children in grades 6 through 12. 
The Little Light House, founded in 1972, has made extensive 
use of community and parent volunteers since its beginning, 
in addition to certified teaching personnel. 
Instruments 
The instrument used in this study was adapted by this 
researcher from a questionnaire developed by Musumeci and 
Koen <1980> for use in assessing the effectiveness of 
programs involved in the Handicapped Children~s Early 
Education Pr-ogram <HCEEP>. The Par-ent Quest l onnal re <see 
Appendix C> was adapted to accommodate dlffer-ences in the 
structU1:e of the Little Light House progr'am, and included 
three sections. 
Sect l on I determl ned degree of parent involvement. 
Section II contained items designed to elicit parent 
reactions to the program, and was divided into five sub-
sections addressing ease of adaptation, effectiveness in 
helping parents, satisfaction with the program, under-
stand! ng of the progr-am, and perceived l eve 1 of progress 
made by the child. Each subscale contain~d items to be· 
answered on a Liker-t-like scale of 5 to 1, with 5 indicating 
the highest rating. Section III consisted of open-ended 
questions addressing maJor strengths and weaknesses and 
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recommended changes in the program. Portions of the 
questionnaire, including parts of Section I, Section II-A , 
Section II-B (items 7-9),· Section II-D Citems 14-16), and 
Section III COpen-Ended Questions>, were designed solely to 
provide i nformat j on for the di rectors of The Litt 1 e Light 
House, and were therefore not ana 1 yzed as part of this 
study. 
The four subscales developed for this study in Section 
II were adapted from the HCEEP subscales, which were assumed 
to have been intuitively derived, as no evidence was given 
to indicate factor analytic derivation. Each was ana 1 yzed 
using Cronbach"s alpha to determine internal consistency 
rel labi l ity. Items which did not contribute, arbitrarily 
determined by r<.35, were discarded Csee Table I>. The 
subscales will hereafter be referred to as Effectiveness 
(Section II-B, dealing with effectiveness in helping 
parents>, Understanding (Section 11-C, indicating under-
standing of the educational program), Satisfaction (Section 
II-D, reflecting parents" level of satisfaction with the 
program), and Progess (Section II-E, indicating level of the 
child" s progr-ess as peC'ce i ved by the parent>. I tem-tota 1 
correlations aC'e presented in Table I and means and standard 
deviations of the final subscales are presented in Table II. 
TABLE I 
CORRELATIONS OF ITEMS TO TOTAL SCORE BY 
SUBSCALE FOR PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Item p 
Effectiveness 
1. In heJping you understand your child's 
handicap .666 .000 
2. In improving your attitudes about your 
chi 1 d's handl cap .750 .000 
3. In increasing your skllJs in working 
w l th your ch l l d .427 .009 
4. In helping you deveJop more positive 
feelings toward your child .637 .ooo 
5. In giving you support as a parent .552 .001 
6. In increasing your sense of seJf-esteem 
as a parent of a handicapped child .544 .001 
Understanding 
* 1. PhiJosophy of The Little Light House .128 .247 
* 2. Goals of your child's program .154 .204 
3. Screening/placement procedures .854 .000 
4. Contacts with various professionals .710 .000 
5. Teaching methods of your child's program.664 .000 
6. Methods for teaching your child at home .380 .018 
7. Methods for managing behavior .690 .000 
8. Legal rights as parents .807 .000 
9. Educational rights of your child .680 .000 
10. Handicapping condition of your child .625 .000 
11. Services available in the community .705 .000 
12. Role of classroom volunteers .502 .002 
13. Parent support group .606 .000 
Satisfaction 
**1. Little Light House program in general 
2. Instructional methods used .472 .004 
3. Materials used • 709 .000 
**4. Effectiveness of staff 
* 5. Teachers' and aides' support of parents-.003 .493 
* 6. Teachers' understanding of your chi 1 d's 
needs and abilities .009 .482 
* 7. Frequency of contact with teachers .184 .167 
8. Frequency of contact with other parents .631 ;000 
9. Your involvement with the program .539 .001 
*10. Answers to your questions .136 .233 
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II (Continued) 
11. Screening/placement procedures 
12. Methods of monitoring progress 
13. Accompl)shments of the program 
Progress of the Child 
1. Speech and language ski! Is 
2. Physical and motor skills 
3 Social skills 
4. Interaction with and acceptance by 
other chi 1 dren 
5. Self-help skills 
6. Interaction with family members 
* Items deleted, p<.35 




















Reliability studies of the Effectiveness scale yielded 
a Cronbach"s <cited in Sowell & Casey, 1982) alpha coeffi-
cient of .89 for i terns 1-6, with all six i terns obtaining 
Pearson"s r correlations >.35 (see Table II). On the 
Understanding scale, 2 of the 13 items obtained item-total 
correlations of <.35. After deleting these two items, 
numbers 1 and 2, the alpha coefficient for this subscale was 
.88. 
Analysis of the Satisfaction scale yielded two items 
which had no variance. Items number 1 and 4 were answered 
with a score of five by all 31 subjects, and were therefore 
not included in cal cu 1 at i ng Cronbach" s alpha. Four i terns 
with weak item-total correlation were discarded, numbers 5, 
6, 7, and 10. After removing these items the alpha obtained 
was .75. On the Progress scale all six items obtained the 







MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF FINAL 
SUBSCALES OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE* 
Classroom 
Al I Subjectsa Volunteersb 
& SD x SD 
24 .. 807 7.494 23.400 ·9. 905 
. 43. 194 8.879 44.533 6.999 
41. 032 3.894 41.733 3.283 
24.258 4.803 23.600 5.221 
aN = 31; bn = 15; en= 16 










For each of the four hypotheses <see page 4) a Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient was calculated. The 
purpose of this analysis was to determine whether or not a 
relatioship existed between the hypothesis and the number of 
hours spent as a classroom volunteer. Validity of the in-
strument was based upon the validity of the original ques-
tionnaire from which it was adapted, as changes were 
mini -ma l . Face validity of the original instrument is 
demonstrated by its wide use in evaluation of programs 
within the Handicapped Children"s Early Education Project 
<Musumeci & Koen, 1982> and its selection as an example in 
an educational publication by Covert & Suarez (1980) de-
signed to teach principles of questionnaire construction. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study is l lml ted by its sample -- a smal 1, intact 
group which lacked random assignment. The questionnaire 
format did not include information regarding variables which 
might influence the ability to volunteer, such as sex, age, 
work status, and socioeconomic status of the individual 
completing the questionnaire. There may also be a l imita-
tion based on the deletion of subscale components on the 
Satisfaction subscale, such that the subscale title as 
or i gi na 1 l y derived may no 1 onger adequate 1 y describe the 
scale. This study is a correlational study. Therefore, 
causal relationships cannot be inferred from results. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The presentation and analysis of data for this study 
will be reported as they relate to each of the hypotheses. 
The format for this chapter will be that of stating each 
hypothesis and presenting an analysis of the related data. 
Fol lowing ls a discussion of the rationale for performing 
analysis of variance and t-tests and the results of those 
tests. Tables III through VI present related statistical 
information. 
Hypothesis I 
Hypothesis I: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a class-
room volunteer and attitudes concerning the effectiveness of 
the program. 
The Pearson product-moment correlation between hours 
and effectiveness was found to be .140, and was not statis-
tically significant Csee Table III>. It cannot, there-
fore, be stated that parents who volunteer in the classroom 
for five or more hours per year wi l 1 have more posit l ve 
attitudes concerning the effect l veness of the program in 
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helping them as parents of handicapped children than parents 
who have not been classroom volunteers. 
TABLE III 
PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS WITH 
CORRELATIONS AMONG FINAL SUBSCALES 







*=significant at <.05 
1 
Hypothesis I I : 
2 3 4 5 
.140 .508 .315 -.081 




There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a 
classroom volunteer- and the extent to which the par-ents 
understood the program. 
The Pearson pr-oduct-moment corre 1 at ion for the two 
above var-iables was found to be .508 <see Table III). This 
was not statistically significant, and ther-efor-e did not 
indicate a positive relationship between the time spent 
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volunteering in the classroom and understanding of the 
program. 
Hypothesis III 
Hypothesis III: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a 
classroom volunteer and the level of satisfaction with the 
program. 
A nonslgnif icant positive Pearson product-moment 
correlation of . 315 was found between the two variables 
<see Table III). Thus, no prediction can be made regarding 
the relationship between classroom volunteering and satis-
faction with the program. 
Hypothesis IV 
Hypothesis IV: There was a significant positive 
relationship between the number of hours spent as a class-
room vo 1 unteer and the l eve 1 of progress of the child as 
perceived by the parent. 
There was found a Pearson product-moment correlation of 
-.081 between the two above variables. This weak negative 
correlation was not statistically significant (see Table 
I I I), and there£ ore no re 1 at ion ship was observed between 
hours spent as a classroom volunteer and perceived progress 







MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR NON-VOLUNTEERS, 
VOLUNTEERS, AND CLASSROOM VOLUNTEERS ON FINAL 
SUBSCALES OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Non- Other Classroom 
Volunteers Volunteers Volunteers Total 
x fill x fill x SD ~ 
24.56 4.50 27.83 2.71 23.40 9.91 25.63 
41. 1 7 11. 41 41.17 9.28 44.53 7.00 43. 19 
41.22 1.38 40.80 1.11 41. 73 3.28 41.52 









SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN NON-
VOLUNTEERS, OTHER VOLUNTEERS, AND CLASSROOM 
VOLUNTEERS ON FINAL SUBSCALES 
OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Source df SS MS F p* 
Effectiveness 
Between Groups 2 40.31 20 .16 .54 NS 
Within Groups 27 1008.66 37.36 
Total 29 1048.96 
Understanding 
Between Groups 2 123.37 61.68 .77 NS 
Within Groups 28 2241.47 80.05 
Total 30 2364.84 
Satisfaction 
Between Groups 2 5.95 2.98 .25 NS 
Within Gr-oups 26 311.29 11.97 
Total 28 317.24 
Proqr-ess 
Between Groups 2 75.96 37.98 1. 73 NS 
Within Gr-oups 28 615.97 21.99 





To Investigate a concern regarding different kinds of 
involvement l n volunteer l ng, an anal ysl s of var lance was 
performed on each of the four subscales to determine 
differences between the following groups: Ca> parents who 
had not volunteered ln any capacity during _the previous 
year; Cb) parents who had volunteered in other capacities, 
such as off ice helpers, fund raisers, and maintenance 
helpers; and ( c > parents who served fl ve or more hours 
during the previous year as classroom volunteers. No 
significant differences were found between the means of 
these three groups, as reported in Table IV and Table V. 
TABLE VI 
RESULTS OF t-TESTS COMPARING VOLUNTEERS AND NON-VOLUNTEERS 






















A t-test analysis was done as a subsidiary study to 
compare the mean scores on each subscale for parents who had 
served as classroom volunteers and parents who had not. For 
this comparison, mean scores of parents who had volunteered 
in capacities other than c 1 assroom vo 1 unteer i ng were com-
bined with the scores of parents who had not volunteered in 
any capacity to form a group of non-classroom volunteers. 
As referenced in Table VI, the analysis revealed no signif-
icant differences between the two groups. 
Another finding was a relationship between the sub-
scales of Understanding and Satisfaction. The Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficient of .603 <see Table 
Ill) indicated a significant positive relationship between 
these two variables. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Conclusions of the Study 
There were four hypotheses formulated in this 
investigation. Statistical analysis yielded the fol lowing 
results, and served as a basis for these conclusions. 
The resu 1 ts obtained from the test of the first 
hypothesis revealed no significant relationship between the 
number of hours spent as a classroom volunteer and attitudes 
of parents concerning the effectiveness of the program in 
helping parents to understand and accept their child's 
handicap and in equipping them to help their children. A 
search·of literature yielded no studies in this particular 
area, but did indicate that many parents feel a need for 
help in understanding, accepting, and dealing with the 
special needs of their handicapped children <Justice et al., 
1971; Young, 1980). 
The lack of variability in responses within this 
subsca 1 e is characteristic of a 1 l subsca 1 es of attitudes 
studied. Mean scores on the six items which comprised this 
scale ranged from 4.42 to 4.79 on a Likert-like scale from 5 
to 1, with 5 representing a very high level of effective-
ness. This restricted range of group variability could be a 
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factor accounting for the lack of significant results. 
Another factor making it difficult to achieve significance 
in statistical analyses is the small number of subjects 
sampled. 
Analysis of results of the second hypothesis yielded a 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of .508 with 
a probability confidence level of .076. Although this 
relationship did not obtain statistical significance, it 
approached the coefficient of .553 needed to estabf ish sig-
nificance <p<.05). This researcher believes that a larger 
sample size might have indicated a statistical difference of 
significant value. 
This finding could be interpreted as partially agree-
ing with the research of Abramson et al . < 1983) of 43 
parents of learning disabled children which found that 
parents actively participating in their learning disabled 
child/s educational program indicated greater understanding 
of their child/s educational goals than non-participants 
<F = 6.35, p<.01, df = 3,38). It also partially supports 
the findings of Melaragno <1981) that parents who were 
active participants in the education of their children 
indicated that they had acquired increased understanding of 
the project. 
The third hypothesis, which stated that a positive re-
lationship was expected between the number of hours spent as 
a classroom volunteer and satisfaction with the program, was 
not supported by statistical analysis. Re <1980), studying 
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a related aspect of involvement, found that responses of 
par~nts of special education students were more positive 
when the parents visited the school regularly and maintained 
close contact with the school. Studies by NIE (1983) and by 
Lowry <1983) indicated that the majority of parents surveyed 
expressec;i satisfaction with their child"s educational 
program. However, studies of parents who felt their 
chi l dren needed spec i a 1 serv l ces revealed 1 ewer levels of 
satisfaction than that of parents of chl ldren in regular 
programs <Marlon, 1981>. 
A low level of satisfaction did not appear to be a 
factor in the lack of establishing a positive relationship 
in the present study. One finding of the present study was 
the expressed level of high satisfaction a rating of 5 on 
a Likert-llke scale of 5 - 1 -- by all of the 31 subjects 
responding to the questionnaire on two of the items: Ca> 
satisfaction with the program in general and Cb> effective-
ness of the staff. As was found in examining the Effective-
ness subscale, the mean scores of all subjects on the total 
Satisfaction scale were high. With the exception of Item 9, 
the means for all i terns ranged from 4. 00 to 5. 00, 1 eav i ng 
little range for significant differences (see page 63). 
This finding could be interpreted as indicative of the 
success of The Litt le Light House program in meeting the 
needs of the families involved. Item 9 referred to satls-
faction with frequency of contact with other parents, an 
i tern on which lower ratings may have ref 1 ected di ssat is-
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faction because of time constI:"aints I:"atheI:" than shoI:"tcomings 
of the program. 
The final hypothesis, that theI:"e would be a positive 
I:"elationship between the numbeI:" of houI:"s seI:"ved as a class-
room volunteer and the level of the chi ld"s progress as 
peI:"ce i ved by the paI:"ent, was not suppoI:"ted as no positive 
significant I:"elationship was found. Instead, a weak 
negative I:"elationship was indicated. -This finding dld not 
suppoI:"t the findings of Herman and Yeh (1983) who found a 
positive significant I:"elationship between paI:"ent paI:"ticl-
pation and student achievement. This may be paI:"tly 
attI:"ibuted to the fact that the HeI:"man and Yeh study 
included regular as well as _handicapped students. 
An additional finding of this study was a positive 
relationship between the subscales of Understanding and 
Satisfaction. The PeaI:"son pI:"oduct-moment COI:"I:"e I at ion 
coefficient of .603 was significant. This fl ndl ng cou 1 d 
suggest that paI:"ents who have a high degI:"ee of understanding 
of the pI:"ogI:"am aI:"e likely to also be highly satisfied with 
the PI:"OgI:"am. HoweveI:", scI:"ut l ny of the f i na 1 Sat i sf action 
subscale reveals that affective items I:"elatlng to people 
weI:"e I:"emoved to ach l eve I:"e 1 i abl 1 i ty of the sea 1 e, 1 eav i ng 
only items of a cognitive nature which resemble items on the 
> 
UndeI:"standing subscale. That the final Satisfaction sub-
scale measuI:"es much the same construct as the Understanding 
subscale ls a more plausible explanation foI:" the cOI:"I:"elation 
between the subscales, and suggests that the final Satlsfac-
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t l on subsca le may be measur l ng one var lab le and the i terns 
discarded from the original subscale measuring a different 
var-iable. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The review of liter-ature included ln this study 
suggests that parent volunteering In the classroom, 
espec i a 11 y with handl capped preschoo 1 chi 1 dren, may have 
some important benefits for parents and schools, as well as 
the chi ·1 dren l nvo l ved. It is, the ref ore, recommended that 
further research be conducted. Opt lma 1 l y, th Is research 
would include more subjects, and would also extend to 
parents of students in regular settings at all educational 
levels and with varying degrees and types of par-ticipation. 
Other variables to examine might include differences between 
attitudes of par en ts of chi l dren with differing types and 
severity of handicaps, as well as a study of the effects of 
socioeconomic and educational level on the attitudes of 
parents. 
Factor analysis of the Satisfaction subscale to deter-
mine whether it ls measuring one variable or two distinct 
variables ls recommended. The lack of variability of 
responses in all subscales of the Parent Questionnaire 
suggests modification of the relative sea 1 i ng used. The 
ceiling effect evident in this study would suggest the in-
clusion of a wider range of positive responses with a more 
positive response category at the center of the rating 
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scale, especially on the Effectiveness and Satisfaction 
subsca 1 es. This wou 1 d l ncrease the 11ke11 hood of var i a-
b l 11 ty of responses, wh l ch wou Id a 1 1 ow differences to be 
found if in fact differences exist. 
Concluding Statement 
Although this study did not support the hypotheses, the 
results revealed very positive overall attitudes by almost 
all parents of children enrolled at The Little Light House. 
The f indlngs were excel lent for this school! However, if 
one is to f lnd differences in reactions there must be 
variability among the subjects sampled, and available 
evidence indicates it would be unrealistic to assume that 
such uniform satisfaction exists in most educational 
settings. Since much of the literature supports the 
hypothesis that there ls a slgnif lcant positive relationship 
between parent involvement and attitudes and there ls 
growing interest ln parent involvement at the classroom 
l eve 1 , this researcher- be 11 eves that further research l n 
this area ls worthwhile. 
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THE LITTLE LIGHT HOUSE 
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
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The Little Light House is conducting an evaluation of its 
program. The basic.purpose of this evaluation is to provide a 
description of how the program is functioning - its 
accomplishments, constraints, and concerns. Your cooperation 
and participation with this evaluation effort will give us the 
opportunity to obtain valuable information from parents 
involved with program services. 
The attached instrument was designed to document your reactions 
to and perceptions of the Little Light House program. All 
responses will be held in strict confidence, and only 
summarized data wi 11 be presented in SL.1bsequent reports and 
research. Your signature is optional, but please complete the 
following information as soon as possible, and return it to the 
Little Light House no later than May 22. 
1. When was your child first enrolled in the Little Light 
House? <month, year> 
2. Was your child enrolled in a Little Light House home program 
prior to classroom enrollment? ____ If yes, fer what length of 
time? 
3. In which program/s is your 
__ Multiple Handicapped I 
__ Multiple Handicapped II 
__ Toddler 
__ Preschool 
__ Early Learning Preschool 
child presently enrolled? 
__ Home Program Only 
__ Heme Program and Classroqm 
__ E>:tended Day 
__ Speech Therapy 
for children of volunteers 
4. Hew many days per week does your child attend? __ _ 
5. Is your child currently enrolled in any other programs 
and/or services besides the Little Light House? ____ If yes, 
what type of program <i.e., phy&ical therapy, daycare, other 
educ•tional program> _________________________ _ 
Level of difficulty cbt•ining that program: Easy 1 2 3 4 5 Hard 
Level of satisfaction with that program: Low 1 2 3 4 ~ High 
6. Was your child previously enrolled in any other programs 
and/or services besides the Little Light House? ____ If yes, 
what type of prog~am <i.e., physical therapy, day care, total 
educational program) ________________________ _ 
Level of difficulty obtaining that program: Easy 1 2 3 4 5 Hard 
Level of satisfaction with that program: Low 1 2 3 4 5 High 
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Section I: Involvement in the Program 
From what source did you first learn about the Little Light 
House program? <check onel __ Friend or other Little Light House 
parerit __ Church __ Newspaper/Radio __ Social Service agency 
__ Physician __ Other <Specify> 
Within the past year, did you participate in any of the 
following parent meetings or activities? 
__ Child Assessment Conferences IEP Conferences 
__ Classroom Visits/Observations __ Parent Group Meetings 
<number attended > 
Within the past year, how frequently did you participate in any 
of the fol.lowing volunteer opportunities? 1-once a week, 
2-twice or more a week, 3-several times this year, 4-one time 
opportunity (circle appropriate number) 
Classroom Volunteer 1 2 3 4 Office Volunteer 1 2 3 4 
Fund Raising 1 2 3 4 Facility Maintenance 1 2 3 4 
Other 1 2 3 4 
Section II: Reaction to Program 
A. How would you rate your child's adjustment to the Little 
Light House classroom program? Easy 1 2 3 4 5 Difficult 
B. How eff•ctive was the.Little LiQht Hou••1 
1. In helping you understand your child'• 
handicap 
2. In improving your attitudes &bout your 
child's handicap 
3. In increasing your skills in working 
with your child 
4. In helping you develop more positive 
feelings toward your child 
5. In giving you support as a parent 
6. In increasing your sense of 5elf-esteem 
as a parent of a handicapped child 
7-9 - for parents cf non-handicapped 
preschoolers enrolled in the Early 
Learning Program 
7. In improving relationships between 
children when at home 
8. In improving the quality of time 
spent at home 
9. In benefitting your non-handicapped 
child 
.1.EVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 
Very Fairly Som....tiat Hardly Not at '21 J 
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LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS 
10. (for parents of handicapped children 
mainstreamed into Early Learning Program) 
Very Fairly Somewhat HardlyNot at All 
How effective is the mainstreaming r----.-----r----r---....:.T""---~ 
program in improving your child's 
education 
11. (for parents of children enrolled in 
the Home Program now or in the pastl 
How effective are Little Light House 
contacts in giving adequate 
information •nd guidelines 
LEVEL OF UNDERSTANDING 
High Low 
C.Indicate your level of understanding regarding: 5 4 3 2 1 
1. Philosophy of the Little Light House·------------
2. Goals of your chi 1 d • s program -------------lo-.+--1---11---1---1-
3. Screening/placement procedures-----------------
4. Contacts with various professionals-------------
5. Teaching methods of your child's program----------+-+-~1---1-...,-+ 
6. Methods for teaching your child at home---------
7. Methods for managing your child's behavior -------+--+--+---lf---1--+ 
8. Legal rights as parents -------
9. Educ a ti on al rights of your child ·-----------------+-+-1---11---+-+ 
10.Handicapping condition of your child-------------
11.Services available in the community ----------·----·-t--+---1--+--I--~ 
12.Role of classroom volunteers ---------------------t--+-~1---t--+--+ 
13.Parent support group ------------------·----i--f--+--+---1--+-______________________ ...__.___._~--L -~ 
LEVEL OF SATISFACTION 
High Low 
D. Indicate your level of satisfaction with: 5 4 3 2 1. 
1. Little Light House program in general ______ _ 
2. Instructional methods used---------------------
-----------------------·-+--+--+--1--'--1-
3. Materials used 
4. Effectiveness of staff -------------------------1----11---+---+--l--I-
5. Teachers" and aides• support of parents ________ _ 
6. Teachers• understanding of your child"s·----------t--t,__-+--+--+---1-
needs and abilities ---- - ------------------- ·-i--t--+--+--+-..... 7. Frequency of contact wit ______________________ _ 
8. Frequency of contact wi ti_____________________ --t-~l---+--+--.f.---1~ 
9. Your involvement with th 
10.Answers to your question·------------------------
11. Screening/placement proc·-------------------------t---t--+--1--4-4-
12. Methods of monitoring yo,------------------------
13.Accompl ishments of progr.-------------------------·t--t--+--+--+--~ 
14. E>:tended Day Program (if -----------------------·---l--+---1--1--4--~ 
15.Use of physical therapy -------------------------·t--+--+--1--~__,~ 
16. Use and frequency of spe1====================-----·.,__.___.__....__..___. .... 
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E. The Little Light House program is designed to develop your 
child's skills in the areas listed below. For each a~ea, . 
indicate the level of progress your child has made: LEVEL OF PROGRESS 
High Low 
5 4 3 2 1 
·------------------------~~...--,~...-~~~ 
1. Speech and 1 anguage ski 11 s --------------------------.... ~--+-~-1-"""'-
2. Physical and motor ski 11 s ·------------------------+-+---It--+-+-._ 
3. Social skills 
4. Interaction with and accept~n_c!' _ _!'~_~':_h_i:_r_~chi l_d_r.!:_n~=-
5. Self help &kills --t---t---:-T-+---lt--+-
6. Interaction with family memb-er-s---------------------____________________ _.._..___...__.._.__~ 
Section III: Open-Ended Questions 
1. What do you see as the major strengths of the Little Light 
House Program? 
2. What do you see as the major weaknesses of the Little Light 
House program? 
3. Would you recommend any changes in the program (overall, 
classroom, E>:tended Day, therapy, or other programs>? If so, 
what changes and why? 
4. In what ways, if any, have the volunteers at the Little 
Light House had an impact on your life? 
5. Would you recommend this program to another parent of a 
preschool handicpped child? 
THAN~~ YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION! 
Signature <optional>: ___________________ _ 
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PRESCHOOL HANDICAPPED PROGRAM 
PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
CCAtCA Fo.t lUOu.\CI Mua9uut, r .. e. u eo111iucU119 411 tud.wa.ti.on 04 . .dtt BOCES P.tucltoot Hand.ic:apptd ,,,09.wii. Thi b44.c'.C puApoU 0, "'' 
cwt1 .. tio11 .(A to P'OlliAIC ' dcACA.ip.t.i.oft 0, "'*' tilt P'Oi'\411 .u 'U11cU.oMll9--.i.U ACCO~"-""'· COftdAAil\.U 411d concMn•. 
VOC&.t cooptA&U.o11 Md pM.t.icipia.tUJ" lllUh .tJi.u tlld.tt.t4.tioft t"ou llM.U giut "' .dtc oppo~ to obt4-Ut Udluablt .C.n,ou.a.tio" 'U• peuo,.. 
uvotvccl 111(..(Ji p\Og.ull jCAU«.U, 
Tkl &UuJitd .c'.M.w..ut 11111.6 du.i.911ul to doClllllllt IJOUll. uac.tion.6 to And ptActpUoiu o' the P"uchool P"ogUll. AU -'UpoitjU MJU.t flt ltclcl 
411 4~ co11,.c'..cluct, Md oral.I} 4Ul811A.i.ztd ci4t4 llM.U bt P"Ulftttd .ui •ubuqutnt .ttpow. Vowt •.i.g114"'-'t u opti.ofl4l, but pltJUc 4uppl1J tlit 
'oU.0.U.9 ~·o~ .. -.C:cli *U bt iuul 'o.t CO~Oll puApo4U. 
1. When .. , your chtld ftrst enrolled tn the Preschool Progr11117 
z. In .,.tch progr• .. , your chtld first enrolled? (Check One) 
J. In .,.tch progr1111 t5 your chtld presently enrolled? (Check Ont) 
4. If y°"r chtld ts tn the c111sroo11 progr1111, please supply the following tnfor.atton: 
(Month) 
___ Classl'OOlll Progr•111 
___ HOllll Progr1111 
___ Clluroo11 Progr1111 
___ HOllll Progr1111 
(Year) 
1) Na• of teacher: ----------------------
b) S1uton child attends:----------
(Morntng) (Afternoon) 




SECTIOll I: lnvolv!!!nt tn I'll Prgpr119 
Tiie Presdlool Htndtcapped Progr .. (PSllP) has provtcltd v1rtou1 .. 1n1 for p1rtn'1 'o btc:Olll 1111r1 of end tnvolvtd In th• progrl8 over th• p11t 111r. This 
Hctton of th• qu11tl0111Wlrt 1ddrtllH ltHlf to tilt ptrtnt tnvoh111111t 1cttvttt11 of t111 PSHP. 
1. ,,.. .... , sourct tlhl 11111 ftra\ lt1M1 1llout th~ Preschool H1ndtc1pped°Provr•l (Check On•) 
frttnd/Otlltr PSHP P1rtnt 
llun1r1 Schoo I 
"""""' 1lltclt0 




z. In ti• put 111r, cltd JOU Ptrtlctp1t1 In 1n1 of the following p1rtnt -tln91/1cttvltl11l (Clltck 111 th1t •PPIJ) 
Clltld AsHl$81nt ConftrtnCI$ 
Cl111r009 Vhlts/Observ1tlon1 
Screentng1 
P1rent Group Meetings 








l. How 1rrecttv1 wre these p1rent Metlngs/1cttvltl11 In: 
1 Ptau a chck ..U i11 di& capptopWU& bu 60-' ucli LOCI. OF EFFECTIVENESS 
U.. Lutt1I bc.towl ,.,, Fllrly SDMW111t H1rclly 
•• helping you undtrst1ncl the Preschool H1ncltc1PP1d Progr1• 
b. helping JOU uncl1rst1nd your child' 1 h1ndlc1p 
c. laiprovlng 1our 1ttltudts 1bout 1our child'• h1ndlc1p 
d. lncreulng your skllh In working with 1011r chtld 
.. giving you .,,. 1 support u 1 perent 
llot At All 
co 
\...oJ 
SECTION II: Ae1ctlons to Pro9r1111 
A. lnool ltdgt 
P<Atc.Lio"4• Pltau .U.dic:&tt !fou.\ ltvt.t o' l&lld..U wding about '"'c.i"c a.ptcU o' tile r.\ucliooL tlcutd4:C4PP(d P.\Og.\411 b!f c.i-\cU.119 
!.!!! IUU!tl" '"'°• I ltowl u 5 lli.iglil 60.\ tacit o' flit 60UCMU19 .j..ttJM, 
LEVEL OF UNOEASTAllOING 
Low 
1. Philosophy of th1 pro9r111 2 J 4 
2. Go• ls/purposes of the progr•m 
J. Scrttnlng/phcllllf:nt procedures • 
4. Tr•nsdfsclpl lnny tHm uuninent 4 
5. Te•chlng .. thods of progr•m 2 J 4 
6. lllthods for tuchlng child It home 4 
1. lltthods for .. n•glng child's beh•vlor 
II. Leg•l rights n ptrents 2 
9. Eduutlon•l rights of child 
10. H•ndlc•pptng condition of child 4 














ltoMIJ to -1 
I 
&l«t c.lMl116 I '<uu 4""4ca.tc "°"" (t11cl ol •~4actc:on 111(,di ill& '""clioot HudiUpp&d '"",.._ bv c.i.\c.tUtt1 ant llUS« l.\O• I 
S I~•• I lo.\ ccd o I l•c loUOlllill11 «ca&. -
-
LEVEL Of SATISFACTION 
~ Hli~ 
I. PreacllOo I Mind I capped Protra• t n genera I I z J 4 5 - -
l- h11tNctton1l •thods used I z . J 4 5 -
J. [ffectlYeftess of staff I z l 4 5 -
4. Frequ111c1 of contact •Ith teachers 1 2 l 4 5 
-s. Mlttrla ls used I z l 5 -•• Your lnvah-nt •Ith the pragra• I 2 J 4 5 -
1. Opportunities far your suggestions I 2 l 4 5 
-
11. ScrMnlng/pl1c,.nt pracedure1 I 2 J 4 5 
-
9. lltthods of 111nltorln9 child's progress I 2 l 4 5 
-
Ill. Acc1111PI lshBtnts of progrH I 2 l 4 5 
C. Ptruhed Ch1n9e In Chi Id 
ll««c:UoM• Tlic P.tuc.l!ool PJ1D9"4ll u dui91ml lo dcvt.l.op vou.t cli.i.td'• 1MUI in tflc &.\CA4 Ullcd bt.laul. fa.t tAch uu, p(Ult chcd 
"'' tt11c.< al Jl.\09.\UI !ID"" cli.i.td ~ llldt bv U\d.U!11 ill ....e" l.\Om I Ito.II b s 111.:,111. 
SICTIOll 111: Open·Endtd Qu1UI0111 
1. llllt clo 1011 '" 11 tllt •Jor 1tren1th1 of th• Preachool H1ndtc1pptd Pn19r1111 
Z. llllt 1111 11111 '" u tllt •Jor .. •kntsses of tllt Pr11chool H1ndlt1pp1d Progr1111 
J. lllluld JOU rec:-nd 1n1 thlnCJIS In the Progr111? If so, wll1t changes 1nd !jjiy? 
•· llould JOU rec~ thh pn19r• to another Ptr!lll of • preschool hlncllc1pped th11d1 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOP[llATIOlll 
, .. NO 





Barbara Joan Ladd Rogers 
Candidate for the Degree of 
Master of Science 
Thes1~: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PARENT INVOLVEMENT 
AND ATTITUDES OF PARENTS OF PRESCHOOL 
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 
Major Field: Applied Behavioral Studies 
B1ograph1cal: 
Personal Data: Born in Tulsa, Oklahoma, October 18, 
1947. Married to Reid Patrick Rogers on April 28, 
1979. Mother of David Baker Rogers and Mark Ladd 
Baker Rogers. 
Education: Graduated from Central High School, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, 1965; received Bachelor of Arts degree 
in Psychology and Education from Bethany Nazarene 
College, 1969; completed requirements for the 
Master of Science degree at Oklahoma State 
University in July, 1986. 
Professional Experience: Elementary Teacher, Lowry 
City Elementary School, Lowry City, Missouri, 
1970-1972; Family Services Social Worker, Jackson 
County Welfare, Kansas City, Missouri, 1969-1970; 
Teaching Assistant, The Little Light House, 
Tuisa, Oklahoma; 1981-1982; Social Studies 
Teacher, Jenks Public Schools, 1985-1986. 
